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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TRANSIT-BASED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE UNITED STATES

Emerging Transit-Based Development

Throughout the United States, rail transit agencies are undertaking a new emphasis on "“transit-
based development” -primarily residential development within a one-quarter-mile radius of a rail tran-
sit station built to tie into the station through easy walking or shuttle access.

This transit-based development differs from the more-chronicled transit “joint development.”
Joint development includes the use of agency land and resources to generate revenues for the transit agency,
such as station connection fees, shared facilities, and leases of land or development rights. In contrast,
rather than maximizing revenues, transit-based development efforts aim mainly at such goals as increasing
transit ridership, reducing vehicle trips to the station, and increasing station attractiveness and safety.

The new interest in transit-based development reflects severa changing forces in the transit field:
heightened air quality regulations, recent data on transit ridership by station proximity, and increased

rail transit investment at the state and loca levels.

Residential Developments on Transit District Land

One form of transit-based development has been development on land owned by the transit dis-
trict, adjacent to a station. Within the past five years, six major residential projects entered preconstruction
or have been built on transit district land, while another seven are in various stages of development. The
Washington, D.C., rail system (WMATA)) and rail systems on the West Coast have most actively pro-
moted these projects.

In these residential projects, the transit agencies have been aggressive in aiding development in
the following ways: (1) assembly of land to combine transit agency land with adjacent non-transit agency
land; (@ amortizing the cost of replacement parking over a period of years, rather than requiring pay-
ment in the early years; and (3) attractive lease or sale arrangements, including delaying lease payments
during the developmental period, participation as an equity partner, subordination of debt, and assistance

in securing HUD financing.

Residential Developments on Land Adjacent to Transit Stations

Some of the rail transit agencies also have taken a role in achieving major residential develop-
ments on land that is not owned by the transit agency but is within walking or shuttle access of the station.
Survey of the rail transit systems across the country identified 40 major residential projects built

in the past five years with the aim of tying into a rail transit station through pedestrian or shuttle access.



The transit-based residentia projects differ considerably among East Coast and West Coast sys-
tems. On the West Coast, outside of downtown areas, the transit-based projects are primarily three to
four stories in height, and between 20 and 70 units per acre. Along the San Francisco Bay Area's BART
system, the residential projects range in density from 30 units per acre at Del None Place to 43 units per
acre at Park Regency. The only high-rise residential projects surrounding transit stations are in the down-
towns of Los Angdes, Long Beach, San Diego, San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose.

The situation is different among East Coast systems. Surrounding a number of non-downtown
East Coast rail stations are high-rise residential developments. Lincoln Towers at Ballston station in
Washington, D.C., is two towers of 22 stories each, and nearby are other high-rise projects. In Atlanta,
the Grandview Apartments at Lenox Station is 36 stories, while GLG Tower at Arts Center is a Elksstory
tower with a hotel, office space, and 129 residential units.

Nearly al of the developments have benefited from general policies in their jurisdictions favor-
ing residential development at rail stations.

In about a third or so of the developments, the transit agency has taken more specific roles, includ-
ing: (1) commissioning station area plans that set the framework for development; (2) regular shuttle
access from the most distant parts of a large-scale development to the station; (3) reduced parking require-
ments; (4) assembling land by the transit agency or local redevelopment agency; and (5) financia incen-
tives through the transit agency or loca redevelopment agency, including write-down of land, payment
for al or part of infrastructure improvements, and access to project financing through tax-exempt bonds

and/or an agency role in credit-enhancement.

Concentrations of Residential Developments at Transit Stations

Beyondindividual residential developments at transit stations is the concentration of these develop-
ments and related retail and services within a one-quarter to one-third-mile radius of the station. The num-
ber of rall stations outside of magor downtown centers that currently have such concentrations is small.
However, transit agencies throughout the country are investing in station area plans for “transit villages.”

The Ballston station in Washington, D.C., and the Pleasant Hill station in the San Francisco Bay
Area are the two rail station areas (outside of major downtowns) that have the greatest concentration of
residential developments. Other rail station areas with lesser but ill significant residential concentra-
tions are El Cerrito del Norte in the San Francisco Bay Area; Arts Center and Lenox in Atlanta;
Bethesda and Grosvenor in Washington, D.C.; Almaden in San Jose; and La Mesa-Amaya in San Diego.

At Pleasant Hill, a station area plan was commissioned in the early 1980s, and development was
undertaken over the next 12 years. Currently, the station area boasts over 1,600 units of housing and 1.5
million square feet of office space (and is an estimated 60 percent built-out).

Ballston as late as 1984 was a low-density suburban area, and what would become the Ballston

station had been a bus terminal surrounded by surface parking lots and small-scale commercial. Today,
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CHAPTER ONE:

EMERGING TRANSIT-BASED DEVELOPMENT
THROUGHOUT THE NATION

Introduction: The Pleasant Hill Station

As the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART)) train travels through Contra Costa, it runs
through a series of suburbs: Oriindda, Lafayette, and Concord. The stations are surrounded mainly by
low-density development, such as single-family homes or duplexes, or smal commercial buildings. The
exception is the station next to the last on the line, Pleasant Hill.

Embarking at Pleasant Hill, one finds a series of high-rise office buildings and a hotel, surrounded
by over 1,600 residential units -al within a one-quarter-mile radius of the station. The Pleasant Hill
station area is an attempt at a new form of development, which Bay Area planners have taken to calling a
“transit village.”

Around the nation, other attempts at concentrating development, particularly residential devel-
opment, at rail stations are emerging: at the Ballston and Bethesda stations on the Washington, D.C.,
rail ling; at the Arts Center station in Atlanta; and at the Almaden station in Santa Clara.

These attempts, in turn, reflect the growing interest among both transit agencies and regiona
planning agencies in transit-based development. At the American Public Transit Association (APTA)
October 1992 annual meeting in San Diego, an extra day session on transit-based development brought a
full room of transit board members and staff. In the first months of 1993, several transit agencies in Los
Angeles, San Francisco Bay Area, and Sacramento have sponsored symposia on designing housing at rail
transit stations, while several others -in New York, New Jersey, Santa Clara, and Portland- are spon-
soring major transit-based planning efforts.

I. New Transit-Based Development Strategies

At the start, a distinction needs to be drawn between “joint development” and “transit-based
development.”

“Joint development” is used to mean the use of transit-agency land and resources to generate
income for the transit agency. Joint development strategies include leases of land or development rights,
facility/ station connection fees, shared facilities, and air rights. In 1992, University of Cdifornia at
Berkeley researchers completed, for the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), a maor examination and
analysis of joint development strategies throughout the United States.

“Transit-based development,” however, is used to mean the use of transit-agency land and resources
to concentrate development, primarily residential development, within walking or easy shuttle access of
rail transit stations. Transit-based development is not aimed at maximizing income for the transit
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Chart 1-1

U.S. Rail Transit Systems
with Transit-Based Development Efforts

1993
Region Y ear Ovened Svstem Tvoe
Bittsburg 1879 Light rail
Chicago 1892 Heavy rail
Commuter rail
Boston 1897 Heavy rail
Commuter rail
New York 1904 Heavy rail
Commuter rail
Philadelphia 1905 Heavy rail
Commuter rail
Cleveland 1955 Heavy ralil
Light rail
New Jersey 1969 Heavy rail
Commuter rail
San Francisco Bay Area 1974 Heavy rail
Washington 1976 Heavy rail
Atlanta 1979 Heavy rail
San Diego 1981 Light rail
Miami 1984 Heavy rail
Sacramento 1985 Light rail
Portland 1986 Light rail
San Jose 1987 Light rail
Los Angeles 1990 Heavy rail
Light rail

Commuter rail

Source: UC Berkeley National Transit Access Center, Survey of Transit-Based Development, 1993.
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Beyond these residential projects are several other residential developments that are at or near the

RFP stage. These projects are shown on Chart 2-2.

Chart 2-2

Residential Projects Proposed on Transit District Land 1993

Rail System Project/Staiiiom Status

New York MTA1 Harrison Station RFP expected Fall 1993 for 3.3 acre surface parking site

New York MTAZ Port Chester Planned housing on hold, as suburban economy rebounds

San Francisco’ Castro Valey RFP for minimum 250 BART residential units issued July 1993
San Franciseo? Hayward RFP issued October 1993 for housing on |-acre site

Los Angeles MTAS Willow Station RFP planned early 1994 on combined 9.2 acres

Pittsthurey Potomac Station 41 units being considered

Portland Gresham Central Up to 80 units on assembled 2 acres

Source: UC Berkeley National Transit Access Center, Survey of Transit-Based Development, 1993.

Chart 2-2 (a)
Residential Projects Proposed on Transit District Land (Notes)

'New York MTA (Metro-North ling) Harrison Station. This residential project has been in planning for five years.

In the Fall of 1987, UMTA financed a study of MTA commuter rail stations as sites for joint development. An initia evahia-
tion of 25 presdected stations led to a development program for three stations: Harrison, Port Chester, and Kew Gardens.
The consultant recommended 40 residential units and approximately 10,000 sq. ft. of retail. The current view of joint
development steff is that the project can be up to 160 units, with an emphasis on housing.

®New York MTA (Metro-North ling) Port Chester Station. Another of the 3 MTA dtation sites identified in the 1987 MTA
study as promising for joint development. A 3.5acre site, currently used as surface parking.

In 1991, the New York Times announced that the Robert Martin Company would be developing this site, as part of its larger
development of downtown Port Chester. The Robert Martin Company dready had plans for 315,000 sq. ft. of retail and office
space and 660 residential units on 17 acres of redevelopment land near the station. The MTAs feasibility study suggested a
nine-story, 208-wmit residential building on the station site.

Since 1991, the office and retail markets in suburban New York have declined sharply, and the station project is on hold.

3San Francisco BART Castro Valley Station. REP issued in July 1993 for 5.2-acre site adjacent to the station. Asking for a
minimum of 250 units (50 units per acre) and an unspecified amount of ground floor retail.

S Francisco BART Hayward Station. REP issued in Fall 1993 for a combination of the adjacent BART surface parking lot
land and city-owned land, 8 acres.

In 1992, the City of Hayward commissioned San Francisco-based architect Daniel Solomon to prepare a design for the decaying
downtown area. The Solomon design, adopted by the city council in 1992, “re-centereal” downtown around the Hayward
BART station, setting out over 1300 new housing units, pedestrian-oriented shops, and open space.

H.os Angeles MTA (Blue Line) Willow Station. REP expected in 1994 for development on a combination of land owned by
MTA (125 acres) and the City of Long Beach totaling up to 9.2 acres. The MTA land currently is used as a 239-car park-amg-
ride. Current development plan: 100,000 sq. ft. neighborhood shopping, 200-300 residential units, and a 30@car park-and-ride.

fRidtedbarg LR Potomac station. Proposal under current consideration to develop 41 units of senior citizens housing a the
Potomac station.

Source: UC Berkeley NTRAC, Survey of Transit-Based Housing, 1993.




Il. Transit Agency Roles in Development

In these developments and proposed developments, the transit agencies have aided development
in the ways indicated in Chart 2-3.

Chart 2-3

Transit Agency Roles in Residential Developments
on Transit Agency Land

e assembly of land to combine transit agency land with adjacent non-transit
agency land.

e amortizing the cost of replacement parking over a period of years, rather than
requiring payment in the early years.

8 attractive lease and sale arrangements, including delaying lease payments
during the developmental period or until effective occupancy, participation as
an equity partner in condominium sales, subordination of debt, and assistance
in securing HUD financing and tax exempt financing.

These roles are illustrated in the following four project summaries: Almaden Lake Village,
Balston Metro Center, Grand Central Apartments, and TryMax Apartments.

1. Mimnalen Lake Village (Almaden Station, Santa Clara Light Rail)

The light rail line in Santa Clara County has 30 stations in operation, extending from the Santa
Teresa station in south San Jose to the Tasman station in north San Jose, and beyond to the Old Iron-
Sides stations past Great America Parkway.

In 1991, Santa Clara County Supervisor Rod Diridon, a member of the transit agency board, pro-
posed a program of “trandominiums” — housing built on transit district park-and-ride land adjacent to
the stations. The purpose: to site new housing in the region as much as possible within a quarter-mile
radius of the stations.

The Almaden station in south San Jose is the site of the first trandomimioms, 250 units on the
adjacent 5.4 acres. The project, developed by Denhart Properties and designed by architect Rodney
Friedman, was approved by the transit board in February 1993.

Friedmans's design, as shown on Figure 2-1, includes 250 units, with an average density of 48
units per acre. It has two- and three-story buildings on podiums over sub-grade parking. An East Block
and a West Block are linked by a pedestrian bridge, which also serves as a "tran-obserwatayy," where
“residents can watch the light rail systems as an integrated part of their neighborhood.” The complex is
aimed at an upscale market. A 700-sq.-ft., 3 one-bedroom will lease for $1,000 per month, which is at the
higher end of Santa Clara County rents.
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residential units and above ground-floor shops totaling 26,750 sq. ft. of retail with 680 parking spaces
(320 replacement spaces for BART riders, 281 residential spaces, and 79 retail spaces).

Although BART joint development policy requires replacement parking on a one-to-one basis,
BART will not be charging the developer the $2.35 million tab for this replacement. Instead, BART has
negotiated with the City of El Cerrito Redevelopment agency to use tax-increment financing to pay for
replacement parking.

The 99-year ground lease delays rent payments until occupancy. BART is charging a base ground
rent of $165,000 per year, with increases pegged at periodic revaluations of the project. If, as the transit
agency hopes, the value of the project increases due to station proximity, the agency will participate in
this increase. Further, the agency has been aggressive in helping Oewel secure government-backed finan-

cing from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

4. TryMax Apartments (Portland LR, 165t & Bumsidle Station)

The Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation District of Oregon (Tri-Met), the operator of the
Portland-area light rail system, has perhaps been more committed to transit-based development than any
other rail transit agency in the U.S. Over the past ten years, Tei-Met has paid for station area plans for
Banfield, 102nd/Burnsiitde, and 18th & Morrison, and is currently planning for the Westside station area.
All are aimed at concentrating development, particularly housing, at the transit stations. Further, Tri-
Met has participated in several regional land use plans aimed at concentrating housing at transit stations
and preventing housing sprawl throughout the region.

Nevertheless, none of this planning so far has led to new development. Instead, the development
that has been achieved has been through micro-infill initiated by Mr. Phil Whitmore, the joint develop-
ment manager of Tri-Miet. Whitmore's strategy has been to leverage small parcels of land owned by Tiit
Met near stations. These parcels, usualy an acre or less in size, by themselves offer no opportunity for
development. Yet combined with one or more surrounding parcels, they can support a modest multi-
family complex, which in turn might stimulate additional development.

Whitmore's first completed project was the 42unit TryMax Apartments, located adjacent to the
165th and East Burnsicke station. Tki-Miet owned three small parcels, totaling less than one acre. Tii-Miet
might have disposed of the property as excess. Instead, beginning in 1989, Whitmote met with a local
builder of houses, Michael Monahan & Associates, to consider linking these non-developable parcels
with adjacent parcels for a buildable site.

Over the next two years, Tri-Met worked with Monahan as Monahan acquired three additional
parcels, totaing nearly one acre. Combined with the Tri-Met property, the result was a L.7-acre site,
configured to make development possible. Tri-Met, with ETA approval, then sold its land to Monahan
a the appraised market value.

14



In 1992, the 42-mit TryMax Apartments, shown in Figure 2-4, were completed on the L7-acre
site. Reflecting on the development in a report to Tri-Miet directors in May 1992, Whitmore noted that
the 165th & East Burnside project “did not have lofty architectural standards nor did it attempt to demon-
strate the kind of housing developments unique to transit,” although it did meet the goals of fitting within
the corridor and being economically feasible. Whitmore cited as key factors the agency’s willingness to
work with the developer in obtaining local permits, in holding its property while the developer could
obtain the additional parcels (the agency even absorbed the carrying costs on a portion of the land), and
in staying with the project even after the developer initially was unable to obtain financing in August 1991.

I11. Residential Developments that have not Moved Forward

Though the previous five years have seen more residential projects being developed on transit
digtrict land than ever before, the list of residential developments planned on district land that have not
moved forward is also considerable. A look at these projects indicates similar themes: neighborhood
opposition to higher densities, the collapsed rea estate market in the late 1980s, and the difficulty of
obtaining financing even for multi-family residential projects near rail.

These obstacles were present in severa of the projects set out in Chart 2-2, some of which have
been delayed since the late 1980s. In particular, along the New York Metro-North line, two major
developments at Harrison and Port Chester have been held up due to lack of financing. On the BART
line, development has been held up at Hayward for severa years, due to lack of financing for a proposed
multi-family project, and because in early 1993 the Hayward-based Felson Builders withdrew a residen-
tia plan adjacent to the station.

Among other developments that have not moved forward on transit-agency land:

1. New York MTA (Long |sland RR)/Kew Gardens. The third of the three stations identi-
fied by MTA consultants in 1987 as very promising for joint development, Kew Gardens was sated by
1992 for 200 residentia units and parking spaces built on a platform over the Long Island Railroad tracks.
By 1993, however, the project was announced dead, due to strong neighborhood opposition. “A density
of that kind would change the long-standing village-like atmosphere at the heart of Kew Gardens and
would remove one more oasis in the city that keeps the middle class here,” said Murray Berger, president
of the Kew Gardens Civic Association, a homeowner group.

2. New York MTA (Caemmmereer West Side Yards): In the mict 168885, this was the nation’'s
premier transit district land mega-project, on a seven-block area owned by the New York MTA between
10th Avenue and the Hudson River, west of 30th Street.

The project collapsed with the collapse of the real estate in New York City in the late 1980s.
There is no expectation of revival soon, athough the New York Governor recently proposed this site as
a new Yankee Stadium site.

15
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digtrict land than ever before, the list of residential developments planned on district land that have not
moved forward is also considerable. A look at these projects indicates similar themes: neighborhood
opposition to higher densities, the collapsed rea estate market in the late 1980s, and the difficulty of
obtaining financing even for multi-family residential projects near rail.

These obstacles were present in severa of the projects set out in Chart 2-2, some of which have
been delayed since the late 1980s. In particular, along the New York Metro-North line, two major
developments at Harrison and Port Chester have been held up due to lack of financing. On the BART
line, development has been held up at Hayward for severa years, due to lack of financing for a proposed
multi-family project, and because in early 1993 the Hayward-based Felson Builders withdrew a residen-
tia plan adjacent to the station.

Among other developments that have not moved forward on transit-agency land:

1. New York MTA (Long |sland RR)/Kew Gardens. The third of the three stations identi-
fied by MTA consultants in 1987 as very promising for joint development, Kew Gardens was sated by
1992 for 200 residentia units and parking spaces built on a platform over the Long Island Railroad tracks.
By 1993, however, the project was announced dead, due to strong neighborhood opposition. “A density
of that kind would change the long-standing village-like atmosphere at the heart of Kew Gardens and
would remove one more oasis in the city that keeps the middle class here,” said Murray Berger, president
of the Kew Gardens Civic Association, a homeowner group.

2. New York MTA (Caemmmereer West Side Yards): In the mid-1988s, this was the nation’'s
premier transit district land mega-project, on a seven-block area owned by the New York MTA between
10th Avenue and the Hudson River, west of 30th Street.

The project collapsed with the collapse of the real estate in New York City in the late 1980s.
There is no expectation of revival soon, athough the New York Governor recently proposed this site as
a new Yankee Stadium site.
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3. Chicago CTA (Howard Station): Beginning in 1988, a mixed-use development was proposed
on the 350-space parking lot adjacent to this station. The development included a major shopping center,
a movie complex, 500 replacement parking spaces, and over 200 residential units. The development ling-
ered for several years, and was finaly abandoned in June of this year. The neighborhood supported the
project, but the developer was unable to obtain financing.

4. Portland (162nd & Bumside): Beginning in 1982, a number of attempts were made by the
Corporation for Transit Investment, a non-profit development group, to develop a multi-family housing
complex on four acres adjacent to this station. The project finaly collapsed after several years, when

state housing funds were withdrawn and no adequate conventional financing could be found.

IVV. Conclusion

The small number of residentia projects actually completed on transit agency land in the past
five years indicates the obstacles to this development. Projects have moved forward mainly when the
transit agency has been aggressive in assembling land parcels and/or providing financia incentives, either

directly or through the local redevelopment agency.



CHAPTER THREE:

DEVELOPMENT ON LAND ADJACENT TO TRANSIT STATIONS

Introduction

Mr. Will Fleissig has been in land development for the past 15 years: as an official in the city
government of Denver, as a land consultant in Los Angeles and a UCLA faculty member, and now as a
developer with the Martin-Devoon development group in San Jose/San Francisco.

Fleissig's development work is currently focused on sites in California near rail transit stations.
The reason: “There is a growing market at California rail stations for singles, marrieds-without-children,
and empty nesters. These people may want to use their cars to go up to Tahoe on the weekend, but use
transit during the week, and find transit proximity a plus.”

Fleissig's first project is Winfield Hill, located a few blocks from the Santa Clara light rail station
Almaden, and near another transit-based housing development on the transit district park-and-ride,
Almaden Lake Village. Winfield Hill is a mix of 84 ownership units and 144 rental units.

Winfield Hill is one of an increasing number of residential developments being built proximate
to transit stations. The transit proximity varies among these projects as a factor in development; in some
projects, rail transit proximity is the major factor, in others, the transit proximity plays a more minor
role. In all of these projects, however, the developers consciously sought to link with transit, either
though walking or shuttle. In about a third of these developments, the transit agency or local redevelop-

ment agency provided financial assistance to encourage the transit-housing link.

I. Residential Developments Proximate to Transit Stations

Chart 3-1 indicates mgjor residential projects developed in the past five years on non-transit agency
land in order to tie into a rail transit station. Nearly al of these projects are within a one-quarter-mile
radius of a station, meant to be accessible through walking. A few (such as Lennox Gables in Atlanta,
River Oaks in Santa Clara) are farther out, but linked to the station by regular shuttle service.

These projects differ considerably in densities and designs among the East Coast and West Coast
systems. Among the West Coast systems outside of the downtown areas, the major residentiall projects
are primarily three to four stories in height, and between 20 and 70 units per acre. Along the BART
system, the residential developments range in density from 30 units per acre at Del Norte Place to 43
units per acre at Park Regency. The only high-rise residential projects surrounding transit stations are in
the downtowns of Los Angeles, Long Beach, San Diego, San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose.

The situation is different among East Coast systems. Surrounding a number of non-downtown
East Coast rail stations are high-rise residential developments. Lincoln Towers at Ballston station in
Washington, D.C., is two towers of 22 stories each, and nearby are other high-rise projects: the 509-wmit
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Randolph Towers, the 344-onit Chase at Ballston, and the 232-unit Ballston Place. In Atlanta, the
Grandview Apartments at Lenox Station is 36 stories, while GLG Tower at Arts Center is a Sl-story
tower with a hotel, office space, and 129 residentia units.

It should be noted that none of these residential developments in either the East or West Coast
bears design that marks it as distinctively linked to transit. In a 1992 design symposium for Northern
Cdlifornia transit-based housing, Bay Area architect Ms. Susan Colliver raised the idea of housing near
transit with a transit signature. For example, Ms. Colliver noted, the distinctive sleek, stub-nosed BART
trains, might give rise to housing complexes at BART stations with a similar distinctive, futuristic look.
The proposal, though, was not accepted by other Bay Area architects, who argued that consumers did
not want such distinctive design, and would not pay for it. None of the residentia developments near

BART stations -or residential developments near stations nationwide- bears a transit signature.

Il. Transit Agency/Public Agency Roles in Development

Nearly al of the transit-based projects have benefited from general policies in their jurisdictions
favoring residential development at rail stations. The Portland region has established policies providing
density bonuses for development at rail stations, as have Arlington County and Montgomery County in
the Washington, D.C., area, Contra Costa County in the San Francisco Bay Area, and the cities of San
Jose and San Diego in California.

Rockwood Station Apartments in Portland, for example, received no direct assistance from Tiii-
Met. However, the developer, Mr. David Hunt, the former director of the Portland Development Com-
mission, was able to obtain the higher density of 31 units per acre due to the transit housing policies of
the Portland region. Similarly, the residential developments at Ballston, such as Chase, Balston Place,
and Summerwalk, al were able to obtain densities due to Arlington County’s concentration of residen-
tial development at transit stations.

Beyond benefiting from local policies favoring residential densificatiom at stations, these residen-
tial developments have benefited from other specific efforts and incentives utilized by the transit district

and/or local government, as set out in Chart 3-2.

I11. Project Illustrations

These transit agency/local government roles are illustrated in greater detail in the following six
project summaries. Two of the projects- Lincoln Towers in Washington, D.C., and Mayfair Apart-
ments in Atlanta-benefited from the greater densities allowed by their jurisdictions for development
near the transit station. The other four projects- Del Norte Place in the San Francisco Bay Area, Vil-
lages of La Mesa and La Mesa Village Plaza in San Diego, Winfield Hill in San Jose, and Grand Central
Market in Los Angeles -all benefited from additiona financial incentives for the proximity to transit.
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Chart 3-2

Transit Agency Roles in Residential Developments Built Proximate to Transit Stations

1. The commissioning of station area plans that set the framework for development, and
provide assurance of a critical mass of development.

2.  Regular shuttle access from the most distant parts of the large-scale development to the
station.

3.  Reduced parking requirements and/or local fees.
4.  Assembling of land by the transit agency or local redevelopment district.

5.  Financial incentivesin reduced costs of land through the local redevelopment district, in
paying for costs of infrastructure through tax increment financing, in reducing financing
costs through tax exempt financing, and even in participating as an equity partner in the
development.

6. Financial incentives through serving as a guarantor of loans made to the developer.

Source: UC Berkeley NTRAC, Survey of Transit Development, 1993.

1. Del Noste Place (San Francisco BARII): As shown on Figure 3-1, Del Norte Place is a 135
unit apartment complex, less than 100 yards from the BART tracks and a block from the BART station.
Del Norte Place features three levels of residential space above 19,000 square feet of ground floor retail.

Del Norte Place represents a conscious attempt to find a location near a BART station. Del Norte
Place is built on land owned by the El Cerrito Redevelopment Agency. When the redevelopment agency
sought proposals for development, John Stewart, the San Francisco-based lead developer of Del Nore
Place, put in an aggressive bid, actively seeking a site near a transit station. As Stewart later told the Nezar
Mk Times: Bay Area traffic gridlock will only get worse in coming years, the cost of driving will only
increase, and living near BART will only become more attractive.

The main government participation came for Del Norte Place through the El Cerrito Redevelop-
ment Agency. The Agency serves as an equity partner in Del Norte Place, leasing the land to Del Norte
Place for $1 per year and 1S-20 percent of cash flow. The Agency also underwrote nearly $10 million of
the $14 million in infrastructure improvements, through the use of tax increment financing.

Del None Place has leased rapidly. It opened in July 1992; by the end of May 198,97 percent
of its apartments were rented. Most of the first tenants are singles or married couples without children
commuting to work in downtown San Francisco or Oakland, students at the nearby University of
California at Berkeley, or empty nesters. Only 17 percent of Del None Place's households include
children; 56 percent of the households are singles.
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Figure 3-2
La Mesa Village
(San Diego, La Mesa Statiom)
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CHAPTER FOUR:

CONCENTRATIONS OF RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS
AT TRANSIT STATIONS

Introduction

Beyondindividual residential developments at transit stations is the concentration of these develop-
ments and related retail and services within a one-quarter to one-third-mile radius of the station. The num-
ber of rail stations outside of major downtown centers that currently have such concentrations is small.

However, transit agencies throughout the country are investing in station area plans for “transit villages.”

I. Concentrating Development: Pleasant Hill and Ballstum

The Balston station in Washington, D.C., and the Pleasant Hill station in the San Francisco Bay
Area are the two rail station areas (outside of major downtowns) that have the greatest concentration of
residential developments. Other station areas today with lesser but still significant residential concentrations
(three or more major residential projects), are set out in Chart 4-1. They include the El Cerrito del Norte
station in the San Francisco Bay Area; the Arts Center and Lenox stations in Atlanta; the Bethesda and
Ballston stations in Washington, D.C.; Almaden station in San Jose; and La Mesa-Amaya station in San
Diego.

The Pleasant Hill station-area design started in 198 1. Four local agencies -Contra Costa County,
BART, the city of Pleasant Hill, and the nearby city of Walnut Creek came together to develop a master
plan for 125 acres centered around the station. At the time, the area around the station consisted largely
of older, modest single family homes, and strip commercial, on small parcels. The agencies hired the San
Francisco planning firm of Sedway Cooke. The specific plan delivered by Sedway Cooke in August 1982

was as follows:

1. The placement of high-rise office development on the land owned by BART immediately
adjacent to the station and on surrounding parcels.

2. Farther out, but within a one-third-mile radius, the placement of multi-family housing,
tapering to single-family housing by Sediway Cooke.

3. The spreading of retail and public open space throughout the one-third-mile radius, to
create an active street life.

A significant part of the Sedway plan was achieved over the next ten years, due mainly to the
Contra Costa Redevelopment Agency. The agency assembled the irregular parcels into developable
parcels, paid for new public infrastructure and traffic improvements, and issued tax exempt financiings.

The current station area, as shown in Figure 4-1, boasts over 1,600 units of housing and 1.5
million square feet of office buildings. Four major residential projects exist along with four major office
buildings. The Redevelopment Agency issued an RFP in July for a fifth multi-family residential

development on land it owns between the freeway and the station.
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Chart 4-1

Rail Transit Stations with Residential Concentrations

Rail System Station Area Concentration
Washington, D.C. Ballstom 2471 new residential units built since 1984 within a one-

third-mile radius. Includes dso a high-rise office city, 3.7
million square feet of commercial space since 1984.

Washington, D.C. Bethesda A mix of high-rise residential, office, and retail. Bethesda
Place, one-half block north of the Bethesda Metro stop,
includes two towers, an office tower of 11 stories, and a resi-
dential tower of 10 stories. Retail space totaling over 66,000
square feet is located in both towers. Nearby Hampden
Square consists of two towers: a 12-sttory office tower and an
adjacent S-story residential tower.

Atlanta Arts A series of high-rise residentia developments built since 199@:
Club Tower, Mayfair Apartments, and GLG Tower.

Atlanta Lenox Like Arts, the center of new high rise residential construc-
tion: The Oaks at Buckhead, Grandview, and Lenox Gables.

Santa Clara Almaden The Santa Clara station outside of downtown with targeted
development: Almaden Lake Village on transit district land,
and nearby Winfield Hill.

San Diego La Mesa-Amaya La Mesa, outside of San Diego, has aggressively directed hous-
ing to the station: Villages of La Mesa, Park Grossmont..

San Francisco Pleasant Hill Over 1,600 residential units built in this one combination of
residential and commercial, as set out below.

San Francisco El Cerrito del Nontte ~ The 135Unit Del Norte Place, the emerging 210-Unis Grand
Central Apartments, and a planned 90-Uniit Condominium
project.

Source: UC Berkdley NTRAC, Survey of Transit Development, 1993.

While the station has achieved a concentration of residential and office development envisioned
in the Sedway Cooke plan, it has not achieved the pedestrian orientation and street life. No retail shops
exist, and the streets largely are empty. Even James Kennedy, the Contra Costa Redevelopment Agency
chief responsible for the area’s development, recently remarked that the station area “lacks a heart.”

Kennedy, along with the BART staff, is seeking to reconfigure the area into one with au active
street life, shops, and even perhaps a regional cultural/entertainment complex. An REP is scheduled in
early 1994 for the two BART parking lots, to convert these lots into structured replacement parking and
retail uses.

The Ballstom station area is shown on Figure 4-2. Prior to the building of the station, Ballstom
was a low-density suburban area. The future Ballstom station was a bus terminal surrounded by surface

parking lots and strip commercial.
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Above the station today is Ballston Metro Center, the combination hotel, office complex, and
condominium complex. Surrounding it within a one-third-mile radius are 2,471 new residential units,
built since 1984, and 3.7 million sguare feet of commercial space, also new since 1984.

The development of the Balston station area owes much to the planning polices of Arlington
County and its dedication over the past 20 years to concentrate density housing at the rail transit
stations. Since the early 1970s, the Arlington Planning Department, the sole planning entity for the area,
has placed policies in its General Plan to ensure that any density housing in the County is at the five
transit stations. Rosslym, Courthouse, Clarendon, Virginia Square, and Ballston.

The Arlington County General Plan concentrates residential within a one-third-mile radius of
the stations; tapers densities, heights, and uses down to single-family neighborhoods; and provides for a
mix of office, retail, and residential at the stations. A number of the stations have specific functions:
Rosslyn is a mgjor business center, Courthouse is the local government center, and Virginia Square is the
site of George Mason University. Yet, even within these functions, all of the station areas except Virginia
Square have some density residential. At Courthouse, for example, there are four high-rise residential
projects mixed with the Arlington County government buildings.

But aggressive zoning is not solely responsible for Ballston’s growth. Ballston has also benefited
from the county’s willingness to jump-start commercial growth. The county subsidized a parking garage
for Balston Common (and its main tenant, May Company), the first major commercial/retail develop-
ment, built on the site of the rundown Parkington shopping mall. The county also set up the Ballston
Partnership to market the area as a transit village and seek out tenants.

The marketing, in turn, has been able to tie into the expansion of the federal government and
accompanying trade association expansions. The Nationa Science Foundation and the Applied Research
Planning Agency are moving to Ballston, as is the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, with
its own headquarters building. Other government agencies at Balston are the National Pollution Fund
Center, the U.S. Army Legal Services Agency, and the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

On the corporate side, Eastman Kodak, ENVIRON, Sedgwick James, and USLICO al have
major office space. Site plans, approved by Arlington County, call for an additional 2 million square feet
of office/retail space.

On the residential side, the Marriott Corporation recently completed its two 20-story towers,
which will be the 3Z%unit senior Jefferson retirement community. There are more than 1,200 additional
residential units on the drawing board.

Mr. Wilfred Owens has followed the transit-based development in Arlington County since the
1960s. In a December 1992 letter on Ballston's growth, he recalled that in 1966 when the decision was
made to bring the Orange Line to Arlington, “there was nothing in Ballston, except a few retail stores,

one where we went to buy shoes.” He continued,
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In 1966, when we knew the Orange Line was coming to Arlington, | spoke at the
Committee of 100 dinner about how a public-private partnership would some day
transform Clarendon, two stops before Ballston, into an international center.

| missed by two stops. Because Ballston did it, and we are till struggling with
Clarendon.

As to why it was Ballston rather than Clarendon, Owens cited the combination of Metro “plus
the new I-66 interchange plus the May Company agreeing to build a shopping mall, the Ballstom Common.”

The Ballston station area, like the Pleasant Hill station area, is by no means recognized as a model
transit village. The area has greater retail activity than Pleasant Hill, but still lacks significant street
traffic or street activity. Yet, like Pleasant Hill, Ballstom is not complete. As noted above, ten new resi-
dential, commercid, and retail developments have been approved by Arlington County, and are in various
stages of pre-construction.

Il. System-Wide/Station-Area Residential Plans by Transit Agencies

Although Pleasant Hill and Ballston remain the few transit stations with residential concentrations,
transit agencies are investing in system-wide and station-area plans. Chart 4-4 indicates examples of the tran-
sit agency planning activity during the past five years, emphasizing residential development at the station.

I11. Designs of Residential Concentrations at Transit Stations

Los Angeles

On April 8, 1993, an overflow crowd of more than 300 architects, developers, planners, and city
officials gathered in downtown Los Angeles to hear creative ideas for new “transit villages,” handsome
mixes of housing, shops, and public spaces at stations on the emerging commuter rail, light rail, and
heavy rail lines.

The symposium was sponsored by the transit agency, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Trans-
portation Authority (LACMIAY), which due mainly to the urgings of one board member, Mr. Nicholas
Patsounas, has in the past four years taken up the issue of station area development. LACMIIBA— or,
more precisely, its predecessors LACTC and SCRTD — funded station-area assessments and/or plans for
station areas including Vermont/Sunset, Vermont/Santa Monica, and Hollywood/Western on the heavy
rail Red line and several stations on the light rail lines in Pasadena-Los Angeles and Long Beach-Los
Angeles. LACMTA aso funded a city-wide transportation-land use policy as well as the April symposium.

Earlier in the year, LACMTA staff chose three sites for design: Vermont/Santa Monica on the
Red Line heavy rail, Willow Station on the Blue Line light rail, and EI Monte station on the MetroLink
commuter rail. Design firms were called upon to sketch station-area plans, and to address such issues as

the appropriate densities for station-area housing, the mixes of uses, and the ways of phasing in projects.
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new neighborhood serving shops. Barton Myers placed the station portal at the intersection of Santa
Monica and Vermont as the center of activity, and the design emphasizes easy pedestrian access to and from
this station. Barton Myers particularly criticized a recent Los Angeles Department of Transportation
decision to widen Vermont Avenue and narrow the sidewalks. Even at a highly-urbanized station, Barton
Myers argued that the idea was achievable of a transit village, not disturbed by major thoroughfares.

Figure 44 is the station-area design of the Willow Street light rail station in Long Beach by the
firm of KDG Architecture & Planning. Willow Station, opened as a station with the opening of the
Long Beach-Los Angeles light rail in 1991, is the northernmost point of Long Beach’'s Redevelopment
corridor along Long Beach Boulevard. Currently within the station area are Long Beach Memorial
Hospital, Jackie Robinson Elementary School, and severa fast food restaurants and a gas station. The
Willow Station has been a major park-and-ride station with 235 spaces, and MTA wants to continue to
provide at least this amount of parking for commuters.

In describing the Willow Station area, MTA staff noted an opportunity to propose a “transit
based community design that integrates commuter parking, neighborhood shopping, and housing.” The
staff noted several constraints adding to the “complexity and redlity of this case study”: incomes in the
surrounding market area do not permit the neighborhood shopping center to bear unusua costs of real
estate typical of mixed use centers in more affluent areas, development of the community shopping
center is an immediate objective; the station platform is located in the most remote corner of the site,
making a configuration that maximizes accessibility to the station more difficult.

The KDG design includes the housing and retail, and provides for greater public space in a series
of plazas and a promenade. A retail village is thus created, including a movie complex.

The housing is primarily two-story apartment units, which have private gardens and a subter-
ranean parking garage. The retail plans include a full-service grocery store, a drug store, and smaller
community-serving retail uses. Public plazas are created to link the project with hospital uses to the
northeast and the residential community to the south.

Figure 45 is the station design of the EI Monte commuter rail station by Van Meter Williams
Pollack. The EI Monte station opened in October 1992, and in March 1993 service was expanded to
included midday trains. As the commuter rail, Metrolink, continues to expand into the Inland Empire
and feeder transit and shuttle connections are made, the station at El Monte will serve commuters headed
into Los Angeles and going to employment centers in San Bernmadiimo County. The station currently is
near a low-density residentiad neighborhood and the Valey Mall town center. Valley Mall is the historic
center of El Monte, with buildings dating back to the 1920s and 1930s.

The design teams were presented with seven parcels surrounding the station, identified by the
City of El Monte as underutilized commercia sites as well as current surface parking lots. The Van
Meter design connects the station to Valley Mall with a variety of shops, offices, and residences. The
more than 1,000 new residences range from senior housing to townhomes and single-family homes.
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From the designs of residential concentrations at transit stations at several Los Angeles stations
and at Fruitvale, there is agreement on several dements:

¢ Concentration and density of residential development within a one-quarter mile station
radius

o Mixed-use development with small shops/possibly a regional entertainment/cultural
development

e A pedestrian orientation/easy pedestrian access to the station
8 Open space/station area plaza
e Sense of place/identity
These elements come together to maximize the use of the transit line. The combined elements
make the housing considerably more attractive to potential residential buyergrenters. The elements aso

make the station area a potential destination point for visitors.
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The commissioning of a station-area design at an early stage can help to achieve the concentration
of development beyond one or two projects. The design need not be an expensive full-blown specific
plan; it can be a less formal station-area design.

What is most important is that the station-area design be adopted at an early stage by the transit
agency board and local government, and that the implementation be carefully tracked. In Contra Costa
County, the Setwway/Coolke plan for the Pleasant Hill station was adopted in the early 1980s by the tran-
sit agency and Contra Costa Board of Supervisors. Just as important, one of the Supervisors, Ms. Sunne
McPeak, decided to make Pleasant Hill her “life-work in planning,” and continually pushed for imple-
mentation, including the financial incentives to make implementation possible. The inertia in local gov-
ernment usualy is so strong that only if one or more transit or local government officials monitor and

push for results will transit-based development be achieved.

Development on Transit District Land

While the process of a station area plan, adoption, and implementation is one means of transit-
based development, a second means is direct multi-family development on transit district land. Such
development provides new housing in itself, and aso can spur the development of adjacent housing and
retail/commercial.

As Chapter 2 indicated, the number of residential developments on transit district land built (or
in the process of construction) during the past five years is small (6 developments), as is the number
actively in the pipeline (7 developments).

Neighborhood opposition to any density, odd configurations of land, and most especialy the
inability of developers to obtain financing, have stymied development. With interest rates aready low,
the tight financing markets can be expected to continue. Transit agencies that want to achieve residentia
development on transit-agency land in the next few years likely will need to go beyond the issue of
adequate zoning to a more pro-active role, including in financing.

An examination of the transit agency roles in the recent residential developments, includes the
following roles:

1. The assembly of land to combine transit agency land with adjacent parcels.

2. Amortizing the cost of replacement parking over a period of years, rather than
requiring payment in the early years.

3. Attractive lease and sale arrangements, including delaying letse payments during the
developmental period or until effective occupancy, participation as an equity partner in
condominium sales, subordination of debt and assistance in securing HUD financing
and tax exempt financing.

Of particular interest among transit agency actions is the micro-development residential strate-
gies being tried by staff of the Portland light rail transit agency, Tri-Met. Tri-Met joint development

manager Mr. Phil Whitmore has experimented in recent years with small, sometimes oddly configured
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board and staff are coming to agree with Mr. Phil Whitmore of Portland’ s Tri-Met that
transit-based development is not only environmentally sound, but most basically offers a
relatively inexpensive means of increasing ridership.

Astheinterest in transit-based development among transit agencies increases, the FTA's
rolewill beto aid in the implementation of transit-based devel opment. Recent experiencesin
transit-based devel opment suggest that to overcome the inertiain all levels of government, an
implementation strategy and a timetable is needed. The ETA isworking with transit agencies,
local governments, other government agencies and the transit public to examine way to implement
land use development that is transit based, increasing transit ridership and adding to the livability
of acommunity.
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| MPLEMENTI NG TRANSI T- BASED HQOUSI NG ON
SELECTED TRANSET LI NES THROUGHOUT THE UNI TED STATES

Summary

Over the next eighteen nonths, NTRAC proposes to join wth FTA
in working wth the staff and board of three rail transit systens
t hroughout the country to design and inplenent plans for transit-
based devel oprent. NTRAC researchers, in concert with |ocal
transit district staff, will study current |and use surrounding the
rail transit stations; identify promsing sites for devel opment;
develop a strategy for transit-based devel opment in concert with
| ocal elected officials, planners, and nei ghborhood groups; and set'
out a tinetable and inplenentation path for carrying out the

devel opnent .

During the subsequent three years,. NTRAC researchers wll
continue to be in contact with the local transit district to ensure

I npl enent ati on.
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£. I ncreased transit ridership and other benefits that can

be expected from transit-based devel opnment.

V. REVIEW oF THE PRELI M NARY ACTI ON PLAN

NTRAC researchers will neet with transit agency staff and wth
pl anni ng and housing staff of |ocal governnents to reviewthe

prelimnary plan, and nake revisions.

The University researchers wll also neet wth |ocal
nei ghbor hood organi zations to review the prelimnary plan, and nmake

revi si ons.

NTRAC researchers will nmeet with local elected officials to

review the prelimnary plan, and make revisions

V. DEVELOPMENT, PRESENTATI ON, AND | MPLEMENTATI ON OF THE ACTI ON

PLAN

Based on the comments fromthe above-nenti oned groups, NTRAC

will develop an action plan, and present the plan to board and

staff of the transit agency.
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OTHER IEFORMATHON ON THE BERKELEY PROPOSED PROJECT

In February of 1993 we received an outline of a proposal for the
conti nuati on of the Berkel ey (Berniel)) project. Basically, it
Broposed t hat NTRAC, t hrough BTA funding, work with the staff and
oard of three rail transit systens throughout the country to
design and inplement plans for transit-based devel opment. They

woul d in essence:

. Select three rail transit systens on the basis of
their interest, wllingness to invest resources in
the action plan, nmix of heavy and light rail, and a
m x of geographic regions.

. Inventory and analyze land use within a one-third mle
radius of the transit stations. From analysis, NTRAC
woul d identify the station areas nost promsing for
forns of transit-based devel opnent.

11> Develop a prelimnary action plan for the devel opment,
including the entire system.

V. Review plan with transit agency staff and with planning
and housing staff of |ocal governments and nake
revisions as necessary. This would also include
meeting wth |ocal neighborhood organizations and |oca
el ected officials to review the plans.

V. DeveloE, present, and inplenent the Action Plan working
with the staff and board of the transit agencies.
NTRAC envi sions working wth the agencies for at |east
a three year period.
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Oher Univ. of California at Berkelley Prohecits

Ridership ImbPaets of Transit Sensitive Site Desiem®s and Land Use
Patterns

This University of Berkeley, Institute of Urban and Regiona
Devel opment, project was funded through the University Research
and Training Program and nonitored by the Ofice of Gants
Management was obligated on Septenber 16, 1992, in the amount of
$83,000.. The Furppse of this project was to develop site design
and | and use planning guidelines that could be used by transit
agenci es, local planning offices, and devel opers across the U S
in creating nore pedestrian-friendly and transit-serviceable
built environnents. A final report of this project was received
in Cctober of 1993.
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